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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely, 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C, § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 1 5 December 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under £x parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-11 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claimfe) 1-3.5.7 and 9-11 is/are rejected. 

7) 13 Claim(s) 4.6 and 8 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 01 December 2003 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) Including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or fomn PTO-1 52. 
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1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Application/Control Number: 1 0/724, 1 93 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2863 

DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection is 
appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined application 
claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined application 
claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., 
In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re 
Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 
619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7, and 9-10 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 4, 2, 5, and 1 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/895,356. 

A comparison in claims is presented in the table below: 
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Co-pending Application 10/895,356 

1. A method of deducing Droperties of the shape of a wavefonru 
the method comprising the steps of: 

generaline a sienal based on a periodic pattern of loeic 


Instant Application 10/724,193 

1. A method for deducing sijenal parameters of data signals, 
comprising: 

generating data signals that consist of predetermined data 


levels; 

(b'i measurinc a DC level that is proportional to the average 
level of the signal and a DC level that is proportional to the 
average of the signal level squared; 

(c) calculating a prooertv value of the shape of the waveform 
based on the plurality of measurements. 


seouences: 

measuring average voltage of each said data signals; and 
deducing said parameters from said average voltages. 


4. A method according to claim 1, said properties include one or 
more of the following properties: logic level voltage, logic level 
current, rise time, fall time, average transition time, pre- 
emphasis, duty cycle distortion. 


2. A method as defined in claim 1, said parameters being logic 
vohages and rise and fall times. 


2. A method according to claim 1, wherein said calculating a 
property value includes calculating the difference between two 
logic levels of the waveform, said periodic pattern of step (a) 
comprises a number of same logic values, and the periodic 
pattern of step (c) comprises a different number of same logic 
values. 


3. A method as defined in claim 1, when said parameters are the 
difference between two logic levels, said measuring average 
voltages of each said data signals, including: 

(a) measuring average voltage for a periodic pattern containing 
a number of consecutive same-value logic values; 

(b) measuring average voltage for a pattern containing a 
different number of consecutive same- value logic values; and 

(c) performing a calculation based on measured average 
voltages to deduce the difference between two logic levels. 


5. A method according to claim 1, wherein said calculating 
property value includes calculating effective rise and fall 
transition times, the periodic pattern of step (a) comprises a 
number of same logic values and the periodic pattern of step (c) 
comprises one or a combination of, a different number of same 
logic values, a number of consecutive same logic values; the 
same number of consecutive logic values but split into two or 
more groups of same consecutive logic values; and one or more 
isolated logic values surrounded by the opposite logic value. 


5. A method as defined in claim 1, wherein when said parameters 
are the difference between effective rise and fall transition times, 
said measuring average voltages including: 

(a) measuring average voltage for a periodic pattern containing 
a number of consecutive same-value logic values; 

(b) measuring average voltage for a pattern in which the 
number of consecutive same-value logic values are split in two or 
more groups of same-value logic values; and 

(c) performing a calculation based on measured average 
voltages to obtain the difference between effective rise and fall 
transition times. 


5. A method according to claim 1, wherein said calculating 
property value includes calculating effective rise and fall 
transition times, the periodic pattern of step (a) comprises a 
number of same logic values and the periodic pattern of step (c) 
comprises one or a combination of, a different number of same 
logic values, a number of consecutive same logic values; the 
same number of consecutive logic values but split into two or 
more groups of same consecutive logic values; and one or more 
isolated logic values surrounded by the opposite logic value. 


7. A method as defined in claim 1, wherein when said 
parameters are rise and fall transition times, said measuring 
average voltages including: 

(a) measuring average voltage for a periodic pattern containing 
a number of consecutive same-value logic values; 

(b) measuring average voltage for a pattern containing a 
different number of consecutive same value logic values; 

(c) measuring average voltage for a pattern in which said 
number of consecutive same- value logic values is split into two 
or more groups of same-value logic values; 

(d) measuring average voltage for a pattern containing one or 
more isolated logic values surrounded by the opposite logic 
value; and 

(e) performing a calculation based on measured average 
voltages to obtain rise and fall transition times. 


1 1. A method according to claim 1, further including using said 
method to test a circuit and including a step of comparing the 
calculated value to a test limit to determine whether the circuit 
passes or fails the test. 


9. A method of testing a digiul circuit, comprising deducing 
parameters as defined in claim 1 and comparing deduced 
parameter values against expected parameter values to determine 
whether said digital circuit passes or fails. 


1 1. A method according to claim 1, further including using said 
method to test a circuit and including a step of comparing the 
calculated value to a test limit to determine whether the circuit 
passes or fails the test. 


10. A method of testing an analog circuit, comprising deducing 
parameters as defined in claim 1 and comparing deduced 
parameter values against expected parameter values to determine 
whether said analog circuit passes or fails. 
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Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the scope in claims 1-3, 5, 7, and 9-10 of application's is equivalent in scope 
to claims 1, 4, 2, 5, and 1 1 of the co-pending application's. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 4, 6, and 8 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

The reason for allowance of the claims 4, 6, and 8 is the inclusion of performing 
calculation before and after performing step (b), which is measuring average voltage for a pattern 
containing a different number of consecutive same-value logic values and comparing the average 
voltage measured in step (b) to an expected average voltage that would produce an acceptable 
difference between the two logic levels. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 
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Claims 1-2 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
"Evaluation Method of the Average Pulse Amplitude in a High-Speed Signal Integrity test 
System", Nastase et al. (referred hereafter Nastase et al.). 

Referring to claim 1, Nastase et al. disclose a method for deducing signal parameters of 
data signals (Abstract), comprising: 

generating data signals that consist of predetermined data sequences (Page 523, section I. 
Introduction and section II. Definition of the Average Pulse Amplitude); 

measuring average voltage of each data signals (pages 523-525, section IV. Method 
Description); and 

deducing the parameters from the average voltages (pages 523-525, section IV. Method 
Description). 

As to claim 2, Nastase et al. disclose a method for deducing signal parameters of data 
signals (Abstract), said parameters being logic voltages and rise and fall times (page 525, section 
V. Simulation; figures 3-6). 

Referring to claims 9-10, Nastase et al. disclose a method for deducing signal parameters 
of data signals (Abstract), comprising comparing deduced parameter values against expected 
parameter values to determine whether the digital circuit/analog circuit passes or fails (page 524, 
2"^ col., 1'', 2"^ and 3''* paragraphs to page 525, 1^ and 2"^ col.). 

As to claim 1 1, Nastase et al. disclose a method for deducing signal parameters of data 
signals (Abstract), further including: 
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comparing deduced logic voltages and rise and fall times values of a circuit output signal 
to deduced logic voltages and rise and fall times of a circuit input signal to determine circuit gain 
or frequency response (figure 7). 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-11 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Toan M. Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-2276. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Barlow can be reached on (571) 272-2269. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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February 27, 2006 



Toan Le 




